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Dear Sir: 

Appellants respectfully present their brief in support of their appeal of the final rejection 
of claims in this case. The Notice of Appeal was filed on August 3, 2005, as indicated on the 
date of the automated facsimile receipt from the Patent and Trademark Office. This Substitute 
Appellant's Brief is presented in response to the Notice of Non-Compliant Appeal Brief mailed 
August 1, 2006. 

This Second Substitute Appellants' Brief is now the third brief filed in this appeal. The 
undersigned has endeavored, in this Second Substitute Appellants' Brief, to address the grounds 
raised by the Examiner in finding the Substitute Appellants' Brief filed on May 5, 2006 to be 
defective. 



To be perfectly candid, however, the preparation of this Second Substitute Appellants' 
Brief was, to a large extent, a "guessing game". It is unclear, from the Notice of Non-Compliant 
Appeal Brief, just what it was that was defective about the Substitute Appellants' Brief filed on 
May 5. And while the undersigned appreciates the time granted by the Examiner for a telephone 
call earlier this week, few if any specifics about what exactly was defective came out of that 
conversation. 

Appellants submit that this Second Substitute Appellants' Brief meets the requirements 
of the Rules of Practice. Should the Examiner again find a discrepancy between this Brief and 
the Rules of Practice, the undersigned would appreciate a telephone call from the Examiner to 
discuss the specific reasons why this Brief might be defective, so that the undersigned can 
perhaps convince the Examiner that the Brief is not defective, or so that the undersigned can at 
least address the specific deficiencies. 

In any event, Appellants' look forward to the eventual submitting of this case to the 
Board for consideration of their appeal. 

Respectfully submitted, 
/rma/ 

Rodney M. Anderson 
Registry No. 31,939 
Attorney for Appellants 
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